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ABSTRACT
COUNTRY IMAGE: AN EXPLORA TORY STUDY ON TURKISH EXPORTERS'
IMAGE OF TURKEY 
BY
SEFA OZDiL
SUPERVISOR: ASSOCPROF.GUlJZ GER 
AUGUST 1995
The globalization of markets, growing international trade, and emergence of 
trade blocs increase the importance of international marketing. These developments 
also underscore the significance of country-of-origin information as a reference in the 
competitive positioning of products.
Exporters are one of the participants in the creation of country image. 
Exporters' perceptions, thoughts and beliefs about origin country play a considerable 
role in their market penetration strategy which, in turn, affects customer's perceptions, 
thoughts and beliefs. In this study we will try to find out exporters' image of their 
country, Turkey, and their products, how it affects their business, compare it with the 
foreign customers' image of Turkey,and analyze the findings from the perspective of 
exporters' marketing strategy in general.
ÖZET
ÜLKE İM AJI: TÜRK /HRA CA TÇILARIN SAHİP OLDUĞU TÜRKİYE İMAJI
ARAÎ^TIRMASI 
SEFA ÖZDİL
YÜKSEK LİSANS TEZİ İIJLETME FAKÜLTESİ 
TEZ DANIŞMANI: DOÇ. DR. GÜLİZ GER
Pazarların globalleşmesi, artan uluslararası ticaret ve ticaret bloklarının ortaya 
çıkması uluslararası pazarlama faaliyetlerinin önemini artırmıştır. Bu gelişmeler, 
ürünlerin rekabet güçlerinin oluşturulmasında üretici ülke imajının önemini gündeme 
getirmiştir.
İhracatçıların ülke imajının oluşturulmasında yeri vardır. İhracatçıların üretici 
ülke hakkındaki düşünce ve inançları pazarlama stratejilerini, dolayısıyla tüketici 
düşünce ve davranışlarını etkileyen faktörlerdir. Bu çalışmada Türk ihracatçıların kendi 
ülkeleri hakkında sahip olduklan imaj ve bu imajın iş ilişkilerini nasıl etkilediği 
İncelenmektedir. Ayrıca, yabancı tüketiciler ile Türk ihracatçıların sahip oldukları 
Türkiye imajı karşılaştırılmakta ve pazarlama stratejileri açısından 
değerlendirilmektedir.
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I. INTRODUCTION
In marketing, as in other aspects o f life, there is no end to the different 
perceptions of the same object by different observers. These perceptions and the 
phenomena that surround them constitutes the image , and given that perception 
occurs at the individual level, each object has a different image for each individual 
observer. Generally, people hold images o f countries as well as objects, products, 
brands, places etc.
Image of a country, among other attributes specific to the particular issue, 
influences perceptions, preferences, and decisions regarding issues related with that 
country (a product, tourist attraction, business venture, economic or political relations 
etc.) (Ger 1991). And, country-of-origin effect is negative for developing countries 
(Bilkey and Nes 1982). Dealing with such a negative effect would involve 
repositioning of subject country. From the marketing perspective, determining the 
existing image and the elements individuals use in developing that image would be 
crucial inputs in devising means to change it. This knowledge can be used as a base to 
employ a strategy (could be informational, balancing or reinforcement) to improve the 
existing image.
Origin images are of the most immediate interest in the case of products which 
are marketed in a country other than the one in which they are produced. Exporters 
face established country images regardless of whether or not they have taken an active 
role in creating them. These images can act as significant barriers to-negative effect- or 
facilitators o f -possitive effect- entry into foreign markets. In deciding what market 
penetration strategies to use, exporters need to know what images consumers hold 
about the origin country, what the components of these images are, and how they 
compare to the images o f competing producers. Where variants o f same kind of
products are provided by different countries, assessing the images of origin country 
and competing countries can serve as a significant input to determining appropriate 
tradeoffs among intrinsic features, price, brand etc. For example, the general image 
and specific beliefs towards countries like Taiwan or South Korea and towards their 
products were negative overall. But, they entered into foreign markets by low-priced, 
medium-quality products, and gradually moved towards high-quality and high-priced 
products. Today there are many sophisticated product o f these countries in 
international markets. But what if this information is not available, or not complete, or 
wrong, or simply ignored ? In that case, exporters' own perceptions, and their country 
image becomes the dominant factor in strategy formation rather than customers' 
perceptions, beliefs and thoughts.
Hence, this study explores the image of their home country, Turkey, in the minds 
of Turkish exporters by assessing perceptions of similarity to other countries, as well 
as attitudes and thoughts. It will also try to find out faetors positively or negatively 
affecting their business relations in exporters' own words. Finally, the findings will be 
compared, wherever applicable, by the results of the studies held on business students 
(ean be considered as potential customers) in Europe (Ger 1991). In this way, the 
study will provide comparative data which can be used to revise the existing strategy.
II. LITERATURE REVIEW
II.A IMAGE
The images o f objects result from people's perceptions of them and of the 
phenomena that surround them. Assuming a basic definition o f perception as the 
meaning we attribute to things,' and given that perception occurs at the individual 
level, each object has a different image for each individual. And, since people act on 
what they believe is true, intrinsic reality'-whatever it may mean and however it may 
be determined- plays a lesser role in human affairs than perceived reality' 
(Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993).
It is widely accepted that 'image' essentially represents a collection and judgment 
of both intrinsic and extrinsic attributes of objects, and classes of objects. Intrinsic 
characteristics can range from the components of a product to the architectural design 
of a company's headquarters building and the physical appearance of a person. 
Similarly, extrinsic characteristics range from a product’s price to a company's 
reputation and a person’s name (Papadopoulos 1992). Narayana's definition of'image' 
is that 'The aggregate image for any particular country's product refers to the entire 
connotative field associated with that country's product offerings, as perceived by 
consumers' (Narayana 1981). Similarly, the 'image' with which the producers attempt 
to imbue their products and/or which consumers perceive in relation to them are drawn 
from its design, its performance, and many other characteristics, but also from its brand 
name and the name of its producer and its country-of-origin (Kotler 1988).
Consequently, the image of countries, in their role as origins of products, is one 
of the extrinsic cues that may become part of a product's total image. The country 
image is created by such variables as representative products, national characteristics, 
economic and political background, history and traditions (Nagashima 1970). 
Nagashima suggests that country image expresses personalized feelings of what people
know and think about a country which directly affects their perceptions, attitudes and 
behaviors towards subject country. Morello (1984) found a correlation between 
attitudes towards a country and attitudes towards its products; and that country image 
affects images of its companies and vacation sites. These influences, relations and 
reflections of country image are referred as 'country-of-origin effect'. Image of a 
country can be one of the following six image stations: (Kotler, Haider, and Rein 
1993)
1. Positive image. Some countries are blessed with positive images. Though each 
country may have certain flaws and not appeal to everyone as a destination, they all 
can be represented positively to others. They don't require changing the image so 
much as amplifying it and delivering it to more target groups.
2. Weak image. Some countries are not well known because they are small, lack 
attractions, or don't advertise. If they want more visibility, they need to build some 
attractive images and advertise them.
3. Negative image. Many countries are stuck with negative images, such as Libya 
Iran. They might seek ways to find the gem in their images or change their current 
image entirely. Yet, if these countries advertise a new image, provide new, good 
products but continue to be the country that gave rise to the old image, or provide 
the same old products, the image strategy will not succeed.
4. Mixed image. Most countries contain a mixture of positive and negative 
elements. Countries with this type o f images typically emphasize the positive and avoid 
the negative in preparing their image campaigns.
5. Contradictory image. A few countries emit contradictory images in that people 
hold opposite views about some features of the country. Here, the challenge is to
accentuate the positive so that people eventually stop believing in the opposite, no 
longer true image. Image reveals, however, are difficult to accomplish as illustrated by 
the negative media coverage.
6. Overly allraclive image. Some countries are cursed with too much attractiveness 
that might be spoiled if they promote themselves further. Here, in most of the cases, 
countries started to fabricate a negative image about some attributes in order to balance 
their image.
II.B COUNTRY-OF-ORIGIN EFFECT
Known variously as the country-of-origin' or made-in' effect, country image 
has played a significant role throughout history in enabling people to identify, classify, 
assess, think of, and act upon products of subject country (Papadopoulos and Heslop 
1993). The images of countries which we learn starting from the formative years and 
throughout life, whether through education, friends, products, and/or other 
experiences, influence the way we think and act. In the marketing context, learning 
about these images through research and accounting for them in strategy have become 
urgent necessities (Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993).
(t Country-of-origin effect can be broadly defined as 'any influence, positive or
negative, that the country -of-manufacture and the service might have on the
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consumers' choice process and subsequent behaviour' (Terpstra 1988). It presents 
international managers with both opportunities and problems during diffusion and 
adaptation. Bilkey and Nes (1982) found that the great majority of the published 
country-of-origin studies indicate that country-of-origin does affect product 
evaluations. Studies in industrial purchasing have found country-of-origin to be a
salient cue in buyers' perceptions of quality (White and Cundiff 1978). ■>7
The country-of-origin notion fits within perceptual, attitudinal, and belief 
constructs, which are commonly accepted as determinants of choice and buying 
behavior. In fact, once the influence o f country-of-origin on consumer feelings towards 
goods and services is accepted, it may well be considered one o f the specific elements 
which, together with other intangible features, make up the very concept of'product' as 
marketing understands it (Morello 1984).
Consumers will use origin information for three reasons. First, because increased 
exposure to foreign countries and their products through the media, the growing 
presence of foreign products in the market, and other sources brings about greater 
awareness of, familiarity with, and acceptance o f these products. Second, by launching 
'buy domestic' campaigns, national governments and trade associations essentially 
increase the importance of origins and highlight the differences among them. And 
third, as the market and products become more complex, consumers increasingly seek 
means of simplifying information processing through 'chunking'- and origin is ideally 
suited to this purpose, since it can be used as a surrogate indicator of product quality 
and status acceptability (Papadopoulos, Heslop and Bamossy 1990). Country-of-origin 
has been found to be a differentiating factor in choice among similar competing 
products, and to affect product beliefs and evaluations o f consumers, importers, 
investors, distributors and retailers (Bilkey and Nes 1982).
There are two alternative views regarding the role of country image in product 
evaluations. In one view, its stated that consumers use country image in product 
evaluation because they often are unable to detect the true quality o f a country's 
products before purchase. That is, when consumers are not familiar with a country's 
products, country image may serve as a halo from which consumers infer product 
attributes and it may indirectly affect their brand attitude through their inferential 
beliefs. But what if consumers are familiar with the products. In this case, country 
image, like brand image, can be viewed as a summary construct. Consumers may
abstract information about a country's products because brands with identical country 
o f origin have very similar product attributes (Han 1989).
When we look at what build up country-ol-origin effect we see that the country- 
of-origin cue has been related to characteristics of the producer country. Bilkey and 
Nes described 'hierarchy of biases' relating positive product evaluations to the 
economic development of the source country. Their review also noted that the origin 
country's political climate may let to lower product evaluations by consumers of other 
countries then would be predicted on the basis o f the country-of-origin level of 
economic development alone. Wang and Lamb (1983) found the same results above. 
Country-of-origin effect is found to be more important as the product complexity and 
risk increase, and purchase frequency of that product decrease. With diminished ability 
to form judgments, consumers appeared to rely more heavily on extrinsic cues such as 
brand name and country-of-origin.
0/A review of the research findings about country-of-origin effect indicate that 
(Bilkey and Nes 1982) :
- Country-of-origin affect consumers in developed and developing countries and 
influences purchasing decision for many different classes o f products including 
industrial goods.
- Attitudes change over time and they are not consistent between countries.
There is a tendency for domestically produced products in every country.
There is often a bias against products produced in developing countries.
There are very strong indications that consumers generally devalue goods 
produced in developing countries in such areas as South America, Africa, the Far East, 
and Southeast Asia. The general image and specific beliefs towards various aspects o f 
the products are negative overall. Products are often seen as poorly made, lacking
durability, low in technology, of low price but lower value, and unreliably serviced. On 
the basis o f this information and under these circumstances, there would seem to be 
little hope for these countries to ever make significant gains in exports. Consumers 
seem to be biased strongly against products from countries that are considerably less 
developed than their own (Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993). Khanna (1986) stated that 
markets across the world receives third world goods with reservation and doubt as a 
result o f country stereotyping-stereotypes include products o f low quality, inferior 
technology etc.-. There is a tendency regarding products from developing countries as 
generally inferior to others available on the market. Firms and products from a 
developing country are perceived as similar components from a homogeneous mass.
There is enough research evidence to demonstrate that whether a supplier's 
origin is a First,' 'Second,' or 'Third' World country makes a difference in how it is 
perceived. Producers from each of these types of origins face different strategic 
problems. For example, in the case of Third World(less developed and developing 
countries), Japan, South Korea, Taiwan and a handful of other countries have shown 
one way to success in enhancing the origin images of their products : penetration- 
priced, medium-quality, low value-added products, gradually moving towards high- 
quality and high-priced products involving greater degrees o f technological 
sophistication. Whether this model can or should be followed by other nations requires 
careful analysis of the subject country's existing image, its strengths, the type o f image 
it wishes to attain, and the strategies needed to attain it (Papadopoulos and Heslop 
1993).
II. C INTERNATIONAL MARKETING IMPLICATIONS OF COO EFFECT
In today's dynamic economic scale leading countries around the world have 
increasingly turned their attention to international business in order to maintain a 
competitive edge. This global increase in international business affects the world
economic order. It is a change with an impact to that of the industrial revolutions. In 
fact today's global activity has been described as the second industrial revolution and 
market provide not only a multiplicity o f goods but goods from different countries 
(Subhash 1990).
'^Increasing emphasis on international business planning and operations is one of 
the most pervasive trends in business today. As an outgrowth of this 
internationalization and globalization process, the international markets are proving to 
be an arena in which growing numbers of aggressive competitors interact. In new 
export markets where a firm's brand name is not strong, the country-of-origin 
information plays a large role in the purchase decision. Therefore, the export marketer 
must carefully appraise the national image or stereotype met in foreign markets. Then, 
the exporter should use the knowledge o f the national image as an important tool in 
marketing opportunity analysis (Darling and Kraft 1978).^
As markets are globalized and technology is changing very quickly, differences 
in product features are getting smaller. You can find similar products made in many 
countries and by many producers in the market. This increases the importance of 
product positioning. 'We can describe positioning as the act of designing the image and 
values offered so that the segment's consumers understand and appreciate what the 
company stands for in relation to its competitors' (Kotler 1988). Producers and buyers 
use country image identifiers more intensively to differentiate among similar competing 
products. Its relevant at all levels for products as well as commodities, services, and 
any other offering (Bilkey and Nes 1982). A product's origin is often used as a signal 
of quality. Certain items are strongly associated with specific countries, and products 
from those countries often attempts to benefit from these linkages.
The power o f country images is well known to the thousands o f sellers who use 
it, whether as a friendly introduction, a reference point, or a unique selling proposition.
to enhance their products' chances o f success (Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993)5%or 
example, 'excellent German enginnering' image is used by many German companies to 
promote their products. Even, Lowenbraü used this stereotyped image in its 
advertising with 'Lowenbraü: Tastefully engineered in Germany' slogan. Similar
sterotypes are used by other countries like 'Italian design', or 'prestige' for French
S)
products. ^Country-of-origin has been characterized as a multidimensional construct 
that evokes various product-trait-related responses. Buyers may profile countries' 
goods by criteria such as price, styling or quality. These profiles may shift as buyers' 
perceptions change with increased exposure to the country, or as the dimensions o f the 
products from the countries actually change (Nagashima 1977). Buyers' attitudes 
toward countries or their products can be influenced by marketing promotions (Chao 
1989). Many governments already are taking steps to promote the collective image o f 
their manufacturers abroad. However, few have well-coordinated strategies such as 
those that can be found in Italy, France or Japan. Essentially, nations need to evolve an 
understanding o f themselves as 'corporate entities' in order to compete effectively in 
the international arena (Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993).
When international marketers are willing to enter a new market in a new 
country, there is plenty of issues that they have to deal with and take into 
consideration while constructing their marketing strategy. One of the issues that 
marketers have to consider is country-of-origin effect, which is the image o f the 
products produced in a country (Gaedeke 1973). As the most basic level, country-of- 
origin is a matter o f international marketing strategy and policy. The challenge facing 
marketers is to ascertain the images o f foreign consumers hold about them and their 
origin countries, and, armed with knowledge, decide whether any relevant action is 
indicated. Such action may be steps to suppress the origin image, to simply present it, 
to enhance it or to aggressively promote it (Papadopoulos and Heslop 1993).
in
Whatever the strategy is, it requires careful analysis o f the subject country's 
existing image and its strengths relative to competing countries. In doing this, not only 
the existing image abroad but also the image that subject country's government and 
producers/exporters have should be considered. Because they are significant 
participants in the creation o f country image, and they have important roles in 
formulation and implementation o f the strategy to be followed. Seller(or producer) 
perceptions about origin country as well as consumer perceptions are important factors 
in deciding which marketing strategy to use. This is especially true when consumer 
perceptions are unknown, or are not considered. In such cases, seller(or producer) 
perceptions are the driving force in formulating the marketing strategy. Hence, this 
study aims to provide such information. It tries to find out perceptions and thoughts of 
Turkish producers/exporters about Turkey as origin country. Similarity perceptions 
among eleven Mediterranean countries are investigated. Stereotype image of Turkey in 
the minds of Turkish exporters is tried to be assessed by questioning what they think 
about Turkey, how favorable or unfavorable their thoughts are, and what are the 
factors positively or negatively affecting their business relations. Their attitudes 
towards Turkey relative to other countries are measured to figure out the position of 
Turkey in their minds. The questionnaire (Appendix 2) is used to obtain these 
informations which are important for marketing purposes.
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III. RESEARCH AND METHODOLOGY
III.A SAMPLE
Business people in different industries dealing with exportation who is in direct 
contact with customer participated in the survey, A total o f 96 questionnaires are 
handed out personally or mailed, 39 were returned. The return rate was 40.6%. 15% 
of all respondents were females and 85% males. The average age o f all respondents 
was 38,1. Respondents were from industries like construction, textile, electrical and 
electronical equipment, prepared foodstuffs, glass and glassware, chemical and allied 
industries.
III.B QUESTIONNAIRE
Primary data about the exporters' image of Turkey is gathered by a 
questionnaire (Appendix 2). Secondary data related to the Turkey's image, that 
potential foreign business people has, is obtained from the research study realized on 
business students in Europe (Ger 1991).
Country images can be conceived as comprising all possible combinations o f 
perceptions, attitudes and personal meanings. And they represent a simplification o f a 
large number o f associations and pieces o f information connected with the place 
(Poiesz 1989). The questionnaire is designed and used to provide such informations. It 
has four parts. In the first part, the participants graded the overall similarity o f eleven 
Mediterranean countries (Morocco, Yugoslavia, Spain, Algeria, Greece, France, 
Egypt, Turkey,Italy, Israel, Portugal) one to another. A seven-point similarity scale is 
used for each pair o f countries. The second part will measure the attitudes towards the 
eleven countries using four seven-point evaluative semantic differential scales 
(good^ad, likable/dislikeable, nice/awful, willing to visit/unwilling to visit).
17
In the third part, cognitive responses are measured. Participants are asked to 
list thoughts and feelings that occur to them when they think about Turkey. After that, 
they are asked to indicate whether each thought is positive/favorable or 
negative/unfavorable. The last task in this part involved evaluating the association of 
each thought with turkey by writing down next to each thought the appropriate 
number from a seven-point bipolar rating scale as very closely associated/not at all 
associated. The last part includes some questions about demographic characteristics; 
two open-ended questions where respondents will write down any three countries they 
think are similar to Turkey and why; another open-ended question where they will 
state the negative and positive effects of representing a Turkish company in their 
business. This will provide information about the country-of-origin effect perceived by 
our businessmen and reasons behind it.
m  e  ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES 
III.C.l Factor Analysis
Factor analysis seeks to identify a set of dimensions that is not readily observed 
in a large set of variables. The analysis summarizes a majority of the information in the 
data set in terms of relatively few new categories, known as faciors. "fhe two basic 
reason for using factor analysis are (1) to simplify a set o f data by reducing a large 
number of measures (in which some may be interrelated causing multicollinearity) for a 
set o f respondents to a smaller manageable number o f factors (which are not 
interrelated) that still retain most of the information found in the original data set and 
(2) to identify the underlying structure of the data in which a large number o f variables 
may really be measuring a small number of basic characteristics of our sample.
The principle use o f factor analysis is to group redundant variables so that the 
researcher may select a smaller number of variables for further analysis. If there are
n
questions that are really measuring the same thing, we can eliminate them from the 
questionnaire if we can identify them. What the factor analytical statistical procedure 
essentially does is group together those variables that are highly correlated. (Luck and 
Rubin 1992, Churchill 1991)
III.C.2 Cluster Analysis
At times marketers are interested in putting objects (people, products, etc) into 
groups on the basis of similarities among the objects based upon a set of common 
measures. The basis upon which the groups could be formed could involve a variety of 
characteristics ranging from the socioeconomic factors to the more sophisticated 
psychological bases (Luck and Rubin 1992). Cluster analysis specifically deals with 
how objects should be assigned to groups so that there will be as much similarity 
within and difference among groups as possible.
Cluster analysis, while using a single linkage procedure in forming natural 
groupings o f countries according to their similarities, first sorts the similarity 
coefficients from the most to the least. At this stage, the first clustering of the countries 
with the highest similarity coefficients is actualized. Systematic lowering of the 
similarity coefficients follows this stage, while the union o f the countries at each 
similarity level is recorded. This process is repeated until no further clustering is 
possible, while at each stage the union o f two countries, the addition o f a country into 
a cluster, or the union of two previously formed clusters, are decided according to the 
criterion o f single linkage procedure (Churchill 1991).
For the purpose of this study, SPSS software was used to perform the cluster 
analysis to form groupings of countries according to their similarities.
u
In clustering the similar countries according to the reasons stated by the 
respondents in the fourth part of the questionnaire, the 'Iterative Sorting in 
Overlapping Reasons' technique, which was developed by our classmate Ahmed G. 
Rauof, was used.
This technique uses a simple coding procedure of the reasons stated for each 
country. In the first stage, all the different reasons stated by the respondents are listed 
and coded by numbers 1 to n (n being the number of total different reasons). In the 
second stage, a table is formed with the countries and the coded reasons for each 
country on the vertical side, and the coded reason numbers on the horizontal axis. 
Through the comparison of reasons stated for a country, with the coded numbers of 
the reasons, the table is filled with binary numbers, showing a '1' if the countiy had that 
reason specified by the respondents, and a 'O' otherwise.
With the third stage, the actual clustering process begins. Through a repetitive 
comparison of rows (countries), the process is able to identify countries with the most 
amount of similar reasons. Although this process is quite long and tedious, at the end 
it gives a listing o f the summations of the similar reasons in each comparison 
conducted on every iteration. A sorting of these summations along with the countries, 
results in the identification of the two countries which should be clustered first. Then, 
the process is repeated from the second stage on, with the newly clustered countries 
replacing the two separate countries listed in the binary table. At the end of each loop, 
the process shows which country should be clustered with which group and at which 
level.
III.C.3 Iterative Sorting
IS
This method is used to figure out which countries are considered to be different 
(or not different) from other countries. In doing this, means of attitudes for four 
variables (good/bad, likable/dislikeable, nice/awflil, willing to visit/unwilling to visit) 
are processed by Scheffe's test with p=0.05 significance level in SPSS.
Ill C.5 Content Analysis
First, the thoughts and feelings about Turkey (listed in Part III of the 
questionnaire) were content analyzed and categorized. The categories are based on 
the Nagashima's definition of image as 'the country image is created by such variables 
as representative products, national characteristics, economic and political background, 
history and traditions'. The categories used in the study are; economic, political and 
social situation; characteristics and sights; history and culture; region; representative 
things, images, events; and representative products and foods. The percentage of each 
thought within the total number of thoughts is included in the analysis. Each thought 
is also analyzed to know how positive/favorable or negative/unfavorable it is. In order 
to obtain this information, the positive/favorable score of each thought is divided by 
the total score o f that thought. Additionally, mean association of each thought to 
Turkey is calculated by taking the average o f associations o f that thought. Finally, 
the cumulative data about categories are obtained by using the data prepared for 
thoughts forming each category.
Second, the countries, which are stated to be similar to Turkey by respondents 
in the fourth part of the questionnaire, and the reasons of similarities are analyzed. The 
countries listed by less than 7% of the respondents are not included in this analysis. For 
each country the analysis include: 1) the ratio of respondents stating subject country to 
the total number of respondents; 2) Number of respondents who stated that that 
specific country is similar to Turkey; 3) The number of times a specific reason was 
stated for that country (score of that reason): 4) The score o f a reason divided by the
III.C.4 Multiple Comparison o f Means
ir>
total score of that country: 5) The ratio of each reason to the total number o f reasons 
stated for that country.
Finally, respondents stated several factors as positively or negatively affecting 
their business relations. These factors are content analyzed. The factors, which are 
stated by less than 3 respondents, are not included in the analysis. Two major groups 
are formed as; factors directly related to business, and factors related to Turkey in 
general. These groups are described in the following sections in detail.
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IV. RESULTS
IV.A PERCEPTIONS OF SIMILARITIES OF COUNTRIES
Fhe cluster analysis realized with SPSS formed groups according to the 
similarity ratings obtained from the first part of the questionnaire (Appendix4). This 
grouping was not interpretable due to some inconsistencies. The inconsistency 
problem may be due to the complexity o f this part of the questionnaire, and small 
sample size. Therefore, the results were not included in the report.
-i^^Another grouping of countries, obtained from self-listing of countries similar 
to Turkey (fourth part of the questionnaire), gave better results. Iterative sorting on 
overlapping reasons of similarity paired Turkey with Greece first (Figure 1). 78% of 
respondents mentioned Greece to be similar to Turkey. Among many reasons behind 
this similarity the most significant ones are culture, traditions, lifestyles, geography, 
people, Mediterranean country, nature and climate. Then, Spain, Italy and Portugal 
joined the group. As it can be seen, respondents placed Turkey among European, 
especially European-Mediterraneans. None of the respondents mentioned France to be 
similar to Turkey. The reasons for these similarities are stated in Table 1. From these 
reasons we can say that the similarity within this group is based on lifestyles, traditions, 
customs, geography, Mediterranean, people, nature and climate.
The other major group is among Egypt, Israel, Azerbaijan, Argentina and 
Algeria. Countries of this group are from East and Middle East except Argentina. And 
the reasons for similarities can be said to be weak (Figure 1, Table 1). These results can 
be interpreted as preferring West to hast. It also reflects the objective, expressed by 
M. Kemal ATATÜRK, of 'reaching the level of Western civilizations'.
IX
The differences between the results of similarity ratings and self-listed 
similarities (first and fourth parts o f the questionnaire) might originate from self­
generated vs set effect. Additionally, It might be due to the small sample size for cluster 
analysis, and the relative complexity of the first part of the questionnaire. The reliability 
of the gathered data can be low if respondents filled in the questionnaire without 
dedicating enough time and interest.
IV B CATEGORIES OF THOUGHTS AND THEIR ASSOCIATIONS
In this part, the thoughts and feeling about Turkey were content analyzed and 
categorized (Table 3). There exist six categories o f thoughts that respondents stated 
when they think about Turkey. These are economic, political and social situation; 
characteristics and sights; history and culture; region; representative things, images, 
events; and representative products and foods. The total number of thoughts was 183. 
51.64% of these thoughts were positive, and they were highly associated with Turkey. 
46.18% of these thoughts were in the 'Economic, Political, Social Situation' category. 
Only 17.71% of them were positive thoughts. This shows the pessimism and concern 
of the respondents for economic, political and social situation of Turkey. Although 
religious movements and terrorism occupies significant place in Turkey, respondents 
mentioned little about them. Some thoughts and feelings from this category were;
"peasant society" (Male 44)
"rapidlj dc\'cloping country " (Male 45)
"high population growth" (Male 45)
"life is more difficult for females in Turkey" (Male 39)
"a country between West and East with identity problem" (Female 45)
"democratic countiy' without democracy" (Male 45)
"inflation and unemployment arc big problems" (Male 53)
"Turkey is a country with image problem" (Male 31)
"generally unhappy people" (Male 31)
"resources arc not used effectively and efficiently" (Male 24)
"fundamentalism is increasing" (Male 58)
"when political instability and disorder is overcome, it might be a good place to live" (Female 
.30)
"corruption and favoritism" (Male 30)
"insufficient education and health systems" (Male 30)
"terrorism" (Male 30)
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The second most mentioned category was 'Characteristics and Sights'. This 
category had 28.30% share within the overall thoughts. 'Dirty and crowded cities' was 
the only negative thought among this category. 88.45 of these thoughts were positive, 
and their mean strength of association was 5.68. The followings were some of these 
thoughts;
"crazy IraiTic" (Female 27)
"a countiy with cultural and historical richness" (Male 45)
"one of the few self-sufficient countries in the world" (Male 39) 
"sentimental and generous people" (Male 39)
"unbelievable hospitality" (Male 43)
"see. sun, \aeations, culture, natural beauty" (Female 27) 
"creative but lazy people" (Male 42)
"Muslim country’ with its face towards Europe" (Male 53) 
"mi.xed but interesting eulture" (Male 31)
"high population, and crowded eitics" (Female 33)
"perfect place for \acations" (Male 53)
"hot and mysterious country " (Male 53)
There were also thoughts about historical and cultural richness of Turkey, and 
its situation in geography in other categories. This analysis demonstrates the natural, 
cultural, historical richness and variety of Turkey which are not managed well.
IV.C ATTITUDES TOWARDS COUNTRIES
The data obtained from the second part of the questionnaire was processed 
with SPSS for Factor Analysis (Appendix 3). The results verified the use of one factor 
in measuring attitudes towards countries. Therefore, the mean of the four variables 
(good/bad, likable/dislikeable, nice/awful, willing to visit/unwilling to visit) was used to 
capture the attitude towards subject country. The means of these four variables were 
processed by Scheffe's test in SPSS (Appendix 5). And the results o f multiple 
comparison of means indicated that Turkey was evaluated positively along with Italy, 
France and Spain (Table 2). Turkey had the third highest rate among eleven countries. 
Turkey was placed among the most favored countries. Even, Turkey was above
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Spain, Portugal and Greece. Interestingly, this rating has similarities with the results of 
the grouping by iterative sorting . First, European countries had the highest, favorable 
ratings. Second, in iterative sorting results also Turkey was located among 
Europeans. Turkey was considered to be much more closer to Europe than to Middle 
East. This shows the orientation and appreciation o f our business people towards 
Europe. This can also be observed when we look at their efforts for Turkey to get into 
Customs Union with EU. They want to be among Europeans. The results also showed 
no significant differences among Greece, Portugal and Egypt, whereas Algeria was 
considered to be diiferenent than others. Actually, this rating is also close to the rating 
of Europeans (Ger 1991) with only one major difference. That is, Europeans placed 
Turkey in the eight place (among non-Europeans, close to Middle Eastern and North 
African countries) whereas Turkish respondents placed her in the third place (among 
Europeans).This shows the clear difference between the perceptions of Europeans and 
Turks about Turkey. Religion as well as references to Arabic culture’ are important 
factors that make Turkey perceived to be similar to North African and Middle Eastern 
countries by Europeans (Ger 1991).
Another point is that, Algeria is placed eleventh. This might be because of the 
increasing fundamentalism and radical movements in the country. Yugoslavia has the 
tenth position most probably due to the existing war in Bosnia-Herzegovina.
IV.D POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF COUNTRY IMAGE
In the fourth part of the questionnaire, respondents are asked to state factors 
which positively or negatively affect their international business. Total of 36 positive 
and 48 negative factors were stated by 32 respondents. These factors are content 
analyzed. They are grouped as 'directly related with business', or 'related with Turkey 
in general', as well as positive or negative. Respondents stated the following factors as
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^  positively affecting their international business relations (factors stated at least by 3 
respondents).
^ F a c to rs  directly related with business ;
• Economic advantages (low prices),
• Past performances, past experiences (successful industries like textile and tourism, 
successful and competitive Turkish businessmen, successfully completed projects ),
• Turkish industrial development,
Factors related with Turkey in general:
• Strategic location of Turkey,
• Hospitality and compatibility characteristics of Turkish people,
• Historical/cultural richness and natural beauty of Turkey,
From these it is difficult to come out with a concept like 'Italian design' or 
'German engineering' for Turkey and Turkish people. Note that the factors related 
with Turkey in general were also listed as thoughts in previous sections.This gives an 
idea about stereotyped image of Turkey in the minds of respondents. However, none 
of these factors might have a great impact on their businesses in foreign markets. 
Respondents also mentioned the factors negatively affecting their international 
business.
Factors directly related with business.
• economical instability, high inflation,
• political instability.
Factors related with Turkey in general:
• bad image and negative preconceptions about Turkey and Turkish people,
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• insufficient knowledge about Turkey, distrust,
• being Muslim country .
Respondents also mentioned economical and political instability as negatively 
valenced thoughts in the third part of the questionnaire. This show the preoccupation 
and concern of businessmen for eeonomical , political and social situation of their 
country. One important point here is that respondents mentioned preeonceptions and 
insufficient or little knowledge of foreign people about Turkey. They think that the 
image foreign people have does not reflect reality about Turkey. Ger(1991) found that 
Turkey perceived to be similar to North African and Middle Eastern countries by 
Europeans.
When we look at the factors directly related with business, we don't see strong 
positive factors to gain competitive strength, but we see strong negative factors like 
economic and political instability to lose current opportunities . On the other hand, the 
positive factors related with Turkey in general (people, culture, nature) can serve to 
improve bad image and preconceptions, but they are not suffieient to make it strongly 
positive.
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V. CONCLUSION
About the study in general, its worth mentioning that there have been several 
limitations. The most important limitation was that the sample size might have been 
insuificient for the study. This is basically because the study was conducted from 
Ankara, whereas the majority o f businesses and businessmen are in Istanbul region. 
This created difficulties when contacting with and pursuing potential respondents. 
Additionally, business people who were contacted for the study showed little interest in 
subject matter. As a result, the return rate was considerably low. Also, the questions 
were considered to be difficult and required long time to fill in. The respondents might 
have filled in the questionnaires without spending enough time and effort. The results 
o f the similarity ratings (first part of the questionnaire) were unreliable and were not 
interpretable. Answers to the third and fourth part of the questionnaire were more 
reliable although they were not detailed. The last question in the questionnaire 
measuring COO effect seemed not to be very clear to respondents.
The findings of the study, with these limitations, show that Turkish business 
people positioned Turkey among European-Mediterranean countries not Middle 
Eastern or North African countries. Although the findings of cluster analysis does not 
reflect this clearly, findings from attitudes towards countries and countries listed similar 
to Turkey support this view. Turkey is considered to be very similar to Greece. Turkey 
is evaluated favorably (the third) among the countries included in the study showing 
the orientation and appreciation o f Turkish businessmen towards Europe.
The results also show that Turkish businessmen has mixed image of Turkey 
and optimistic for future. The positive characteristics of the mixed image are basically 
composed of the thoughts listed in the 'characteristics and sights' (natural beauty, 
climate, landscape, long seaside, historical places etc.) , 'history and culture', and
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'region' (strategic, between two continents) categories. The negative characteristics of 
the mixed image is especially due to the economic, political and social situation of 
Turkey. Turkish businessmen negatively valence the economic, political and social 
situation. Bad economy, political instability, bad politics, unemployment, low living 
standards, corruption, radical movements, terrorism negatively affect them.
According to the findings of Ger(199I), Turkey appears to be perceived as a 
mix between 'East' an 'West' by Europeans , and considered within the 'Non-European' 
group. Religion, which was negatively valenced as well as the references to ,Arabic 
culture', were important factors that make Turkey perceived to be similar to North 
African and Middle Eastern countries. Also, Turkey was evaluated unfavorably. When 
we compare these findings with the findings o f this study, there exist various 
differences. Turkish businessmen consider Turkey as European-Mediterranean rather 
than North African or Middle Eastern. And they evaluated Turkey favorably although 
economic, political and social situation is valenced negatively. Respondents mentioned 
that 'being Muslim country' negatively affects them. They listed few Muslim countries 
as similar to Turkey, and these countries had low scores. Among them, Egypt was the 
most frequently mentioned Muslim country, and the major similarity reasons were 
social/economic developments and religion. Cultural and historical richness, natural 
beauty and hospitality of people form the stereotype image of Turkey in the minds of 
Turkish businessmen. These were stated as positively valenced thoughts and as factors 
positively affecting their business relations.
Respondents pointed out preconceptions and insufficient knowledge o f foreign 
people about Turkey. They think that the image foreign people have about Turkey 
does not reflect reality. There might be several explanations of this situation. For 
example, Turkey is considered as a continuation of Ottoman Empire. Therefore, she 
might be affected by this historical image (strong and negative image). However, 
Turkey is changing very rapidly. If these changes are not reflected to foreign countries.
they will stuck with the old image. So, there will be differences between the 
perceptions outside and the reality inside. On the other hand, the negative image, that 
Turkish workers living abroad create, might have a significant role on perceptions of 
foreign people. Although they reflect realities of Turkey and Turkish people, they do 
not represent the entire Turkish society. That's why, when foreign people visit Turkey 
they are surprised.
it was stated earlier, consumers and producers(or sellers) are using country 
image information more intensively as competition increases in global markets and 
products become more standardized. Consumers use country images in measuring 
relative qualities o f products produced in various countries. On the other hand, 
producers(or sellers) use them in formulating their international marketing strategies. 
During the course of the study it has been observed that Turkish businessmen were not 
interested much in country images and COO information, demonstrating little use of it 
in their marketing activities. In addition to this, findings of the study showed that there 
were differences between perceptions of Europeans (consumers) and Turkish 
businessmen about Turkey. These two factors might have direct impacts on future 
positioning of Turkey and Turkish products in global markets. Therefore, interest and 
knowledge of Turkish businessmen should be increased about subject matter, and
studies on a larger scale should be conducted to have more accurate information>>
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VI. RECOMMENDATIONS
After mentioning the negative and positive characteristics of the image of 
Turkey, and stating the misconceptions and insufficient knowledge of Europeans, some 
activities, policies must be constructed and performed in order to improve the existing 
image. The efforts by government agencies and industry associations should be 
combined for foreign promotion campaigns. In doing this, changes and developments 
should be emphasized. And obviously negative characteristics should be converted to 
positive ones which requires time, money and effort. Problems in democracy should be 
resolved as soon as possible. Because news about it on foreign media negatively affect 
the image of Turkey. Turkey should be positioned as a modern Muslim countiy. 
Economic and political systems should be improved which will directly affect social 
situation as well. Actually, this is not to change the European's image of Turkey but for 
Turkish people.
Summary effect (Han, 1989) can be pushed by effectively communicating the 
positive characteristics of the image. For example, successful projects handled by 
Turkish construction industry is gaining acceptance or textile and tourism. These or 
some others can be forced to strengthen the image. Heavy advertising and promotion 
is required. But in these activities characteristics that reflect today's Turkey should be 
used in addition to carpets, Turkish baths, Turkish delight, mosques etc. The quality of 
the tourism sector should be controlled, improved and communicated so that the 
tourists visiting Turkey increase. Because we know that people visiting Turkey first 
time says that they are surprised due to the contradictory image that they have 
(references to Arabic culture etc ). For that reason. Ministry of Tourism launched a 
campaign abroad with 'visit once, that's enough' slogan.
?7
Private sector also should put some efforts to help to improve the existing 
image. As it is seen from the study they mentioned that they are suffering from the bad 
image, preconceptions etc. It is directly affecting their business. Therefore they should 
be more actively involved in the promotion of the country. For example, they should 
lobby to restart 'Europalia', and they should follow other occasions like exhibitions, 
international organizations, industrial trade fairs etc. They should sponsor more 
cultural, sportive activities. But, their efforts should not be limited with promoting 
Turkey abroad. They should also participate to improve economic, social or 
educational systems. Because, as they mentioned, these are the negative characteristics 
of Turkey. All these efforts will positively affect the image of Turkey and Turkish 
products in foreign markets.
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APPENDIX 1
TABLES AND FIGURES
^7
Figure 1 Groups of Countries Based on Common Reasons Indicated by 
AH Respondents
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PORTUGAL
GREECE
TURKEY
SPAIN
ITALY
ARGENTINA
ALGERIA
AZERBAIJAN
EGYPT
ISRAEL
Ih
(*) Higher values indicates greater similarity
TABLE 1 Countries that were Indicated as Similar to Turkey and the 
Reasons
Country
[1]
Reasons
[2J
Reasons Score
[3]
%
[4]
% of total 
[5]
Total Score] 
[6]
%
[7]
Greece 1 Culture, traditions, customs. 13 52 26 25 78.10
lifestyles, tastes
3 Geography, Mediterranean, 10 40 20
location
2 People 5 20 10
4 Nature, climate 5 20 10
5 Economy 5 20 10
6 History 5 20 10
7 Public disorder 1 5 2
8 Social and political structure 3 12 6
Italy 15 Politics, corniption 8 50 26 16 50.00
2 People 7 44 22
3 Geograph>, Mediterranean, 7 44 22
location
4 Nature, climate 3 19 10
1 Culture, traditions, customs. 5 31 16
lifestyles, tastes
6 Histoiy 1 6 3
Spain 1 Culture, traditions, customs. 7 64 32 11 34..30
lifestyles, tastes
2 People 4 36 18
4 Nature, climate 3 27 „14
3 Geography, Mediterranean, 3 27 14
location
11 Tourism 1 9 5
5 Economy 1 9 5
6 History' 2 18 9
9 Developing country’ 1 9 5
TABLE 1 Cont'd
Portugal 5 Economy 4 36 29 11
9 Dc\cloping country 3 27 21
4 Nature, climate 2 18 14
2 People 2 18 14
1 Culture, traditions, customs. 2 18 14
lifestyles, tastes
3 Geography, Mediterranean, 1 9 7
location
Egypt 12 Religion 6 75 34 8
5 Economy 6 75 34
1 Culture, traditions, customs. 2 25 11
lifestyles, tastes
3 Geography, Mediterranean, 2 25 11
location
13 Social structure 1 13 6
6 Histoiy 1 13 6
Algeria 12 Religion 3 75 60 4
14 Fundamentalism 1 25 20
15 1 25 20
Politics
Argentina 5 Economy 4 100 80 4
16 High potential 1 25 20
Israel 3 Geography. Mediterranean. 2 50 50 4
location
1 Culture, traditions, customs. 1 25 25
lifestyles, tastes
13 Social structure 1 25 25
Azerbaijan 1 Culture, traditions, customs. 2 67 50 3
lifestyles, tastes
6 History' 1 33 40
17 Language 1 33 40
34.30
25.00
12.50
12.50
12.50
9.37
11J The countries listed by less than 7% of the participants, are not included in the cluster analysis. 
¡2] Codes of reasons listed in the third column.
|3 | The number of times this reason was stated fot that country.
|4 | The score of the reason divided by the total score of the country .
|5 | The ratio of each reason to the total number of reasons stated.
|6 | Number of participants who stated that this specific country is similar to Turkey.
|7 | The ratio of participants stating this country , to the total number of participants.
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TABLE 2 Comparison of Means of Attitudes Indicated by the 
____________ Respondents Towards Eleven C ountries______________
WILLING / 
UNWILLING
COUNTRY GOOD/BAD LIKE/DISLIKE NICE/AWFUL TO VISIT ATTITUDE
Italy 5.81* a^ 6,15 a 6,59 a 6.48 a 6.26 a
France 5.59 ab 5.96 ab 6,41 ab 6,37 ab 6.08 ab
Turkey 5.11 ac 5,9.3 ab 6,15 ab 6,41 ab 5,9 ab
Spain 5.48 ab 5.78 ab .5.81 ab 6,37 ab 5.86 ab
Portugal 4,9.3 c 5,26 c 5.3.3 c 5.9.3 c 5,36 c
Greece 3.93 c 4.41 c 4.81 c 5 d 4,54 c
3.74 cd 4 cd 4,48 c 5.52 c 4.43 c
Israel 3.85 cd 4 cd .3,85 c 4.7 d 4,1 cd
Morocco .3.7 ed 4.15 c 3,67 c 4.85 d 4.09 cd
Yugoslavia 3.3 cd 3.7 cd 4.04 bed 3.52 d 3.64 d
Algeria 2.59 dc 2.81 de 2.89 ede 3.26 de 2.89 dc
* Higher values indieale more favorable rating
2 Means with the same letter are not significantly dilTcrcnt from each other according to SchclTc's 
test with p = 0.05
TABLE 3 Percentages of Different Categories of Thoughts Listed, 
Valence, and Mean Strength of Association of Thoughts
Categories of Thoughts Listed % of all Thoughts Valence* Mean Assoc.
Economicy PoUticaly Social Situation
Bad Economy, high inflalion. iineinploymcnt, 
poor pcoplc.c.xpcnsivc country'
Bad politics, political instability 
Educational problems 
Bribery, corruption 
Growth, opportunities 
Fundiuncntalism. religious problems 
Frafllc problems 
Young population 
Terrorism 
Customs Union 
Characteristics and Sights
Nature, landscape, long seasides, climate
Friendly people
Historical places, mosques
Crowded cities and roads
Tourism
History and Culture 
Culture, cultural variety 
History'
Region
Mediterranean
Strategic situation in geography 
R ep resen ta tiv e  ThingSy ImageSy Symholsy E ven ts  
(Men with beard, mustache, wrestling) 
R ep resen ta tiv e  P ro d u cts  a n d  F oods
46.18
9.82
8.19
7.10
4..37
3.27
2.73
2.73
2.73
2.18 
2.18 
28.30 
11.47 
6.55 
4.91
3.27
2.73
6.00
3.82 
2.18 
5.46 
2.18
3.27
3.27
2.73
17.71
(-)
(-)
(-)
(-)
100
(-)
(-)
100
(-)
100
88.45
100
100
100
(-)
100
100
100
100
100
100
100
41.66
100
6.35
6.47
6.69
5.70
6.47 
5.80 
6.60 
6.60 
6.20 
6.75 
6.25 
5.68
6.09 
5.58 
5.88 
5.50 
5.40
6.14
6.10 
6.33 
5.63 
4.20 
7.00
5.15
5.82
* % positive
The table is to be read as follows:
46.18% of all thoughts listed were in the category' ’cconomic,political, social situation’. 
17.71% of these w'crc rated to be positive and the mean strength of association of 
these thoughts to Turkey was 6.35 
(higher values indicate greater association on a scale of 1-7)
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APPENDIX 2
SAMPLE QUESTIONAIRE
COUNTRY IMAGE SURVEY
The attached questionaire is to be used for cross-cultural study o f countiy images. 
Your sincere and thoughtful answers will be greatly appreciated.
Take the pages as they come, and go to a next page only after completing a previous 
one. Answering the questions sequentially is necessary for the validity of the study.
If you are interested in the results, write down your name and address.
Thank you very much for participating in this study.
1«)
Compare each of the countries listed in the columns to the countries indicated in each 
row. Assign a number from the following reference scale to reflect your assessment of 
each country's overall similarity to the country in each row.
/. SIMILARITY OF COUNTRIES
Reference scale:
Completely 
Similar 7
Completely 
3 .........2 ........... 1 Dissimilar
Morocco
Yugoslav
Spain
Algeria
Greece
France
Israel
Italy
Egypt
T urkey
Torlugal
PLEASE CHECK THAT YOU HA VE FILLED OUT ALL THE CELLS.
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//. ATTITUDES TOWARDS COUNTRIES
Now, please evaluate each of the following countries with respect to how much you 
like or how favorably you think about that country. Fill in the cells of the following 
table by writing down the numbers you choose from each scale for each country.
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Now, I would like to find out all the thoughts and feelings that occur to you when you 
think about Turkey. These thoughts may consist of
III. THOUGHTS
- events, objects, products, places, things associated with Turkey
- information related to Turkey
- personal values or feelings o f yours about Turkey.
In writing your thoughts, please observe the following :
a) seperate your thoughts into individual ideas to be written down seperately
b) use one numbered line per idea
c) express each thought clearly
d) write down as many thoughts that occur to you as soon as you can.
I would like to know all those thoughts that pop into your mind naturally when you 
close your eyes and think about Turkey.
3
4
5
6 
7
Now please go back to the beginning of your list and rate the thoughts you wrote 
down. Use the space at the end of each line to mark (+) if you think that thought is 
positive or favorable, or (-) if it is negative or unfavorable.
The evaluate how closely each thought is associated with Turkey, writing down next to 
each thought the appropriate number from the following scale.
very closely associated 7 . . 6 . . 5 . . 4 . . 3 . . 2 . .  1 not associated at all
4?
IV. GENERAL
1 )
2)
3)
4)
5)
Married Di vorced AV idowed
Age : _
Sex : _
Single ______
Sector : _________
List 3 countries (can be any country in the world) that you think are 
closely associated with or veiy similar to Turkey;
Country 1 
Country 2 
Country 3
6) Why or in what way are the countries you just listed closely associated 
with or very similar to Turkey?
Country 1
Country 2 _
Country 3 _
7) List 3 positive effects o f representing a Turkish company that you 
faced with when conducting your business with foreign businessman.
EFFECT 1 ;
In your opinion, what is the reason ?
EFFECT 2
In your opinion, what is the reason ?
EFFECT 3 ;
In your opinion, what is the reason ?
4^
8) List 3 negative effects o f representing a Turkish company that you 
faced with when conducting your business with foreign businessman.
EFFECT 1
In your opinion, what is the reason ?
EFFECT 2 :
In your opinion, what is the reason ?
EFFECT 3 :
In your opinion, what is the reason ?
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APPENDIX 3
FACTOR ANALYSIS 
SPSS FOR MICROSOFT WINDOWS 
RELEASE 5.0
FACTOR ANALYSIS RESULTS
July 18, 1995 SPSS for WINDOWS Release 5.0
FINAL RESULT
COUNTRY
FACTOR LOADINGS
GOOD/BAD LIKE/DISLIKE NICE/AWFUL
WILLING TO 
VISIT
UNWILLING 
TO VISIT
PCTOF
VAR
Morocco .68022 .56374 .68710 .34474 34.3
Yugoslavia .80939 .85318 .78280 .41494 54.2
Spain .81310 .72325 .81522 .62783 56.1
Algeria .65370 .67404 .58604 .47019 36.2
Greece .68912 .75789 .80213 .56839 50.4
France .57021 .81814 .84587 .60557 51.9
Israel .77827 .81254 .83240 .65346 59.6
Italy .43443 .66585 .69442 .55387 35.5
Egypt .45293 .65163 .62883 .48730 29.1
Turkey .83337 .87884 .81295 .63114 55.8
Portugal .76976 .85702 .87620 .74250 66.2
ALGERIA
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
L a b e l
M ean S t d  D e v
GOOD 2 , 5 9 2 5 9 1 , 3 9 3 9 2
L I K E 2 , 8 1 4 8 1 1 , 5 4 5 1 4
N IC E 2 , 8 8 8 8 9 1 , 3 6 8 1 4
V I S I T 3 , 2 5 9 2 6 2 , 1 7 6 6 7
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n 1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A .G E)
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a li t y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 4 7 3 1 5 *  1 2 , 3 3 5 1 9 5 8 , 4 5 8 , 4
L I K E , 4 3 7 7 8 *  2 , 4 2 5 4 0 2 5 , 4 8 3 , 8
N IC E , 5 2 1 6 9 *  3 , 4 0 6 3 6 1 0 , 2 9 3 , 9
V I S I T , 5 9 7 4 7 *  4 , 2 4 3 0 5 6 , 1 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix;
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 6 5 3 7 0
L I K E , 6 7 4 0 4
N IC E , 5 8 6 0 4
V I S I T , 4 7 0 1 9
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a li t y *  F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 4 6 2 5 2 *  1 1 , 4 4 6 1 9 3 6 , 2 3 6 , 2
L I K E , 4 8 9 0 8 ★
N IC E , 4 0 9 1 0 ★
V I S I T , 3 2 8 8 3 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
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MOROCCO
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 3 , 7 0 3 7 0 1 , 2 6 5 3 6
L I K E 4 , 1 4 8 1 5 1 , 2 9 2 1 0
N IC E 3 , 6 6 6 6 7 1 , 2 0 8 9 4
V I S I T 4 , 8 5 1 8 5 2 , 0 3 2 5 0
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n 1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A G E)
In±tlal Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a li t y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 4 8 6 3 8 *  1 2 , 3 2 6 6 3 5 8 , 2 5 8 , 2
L I K E , 6 4 4 8 7 *  2 , 7 0 6 4 7 2 2 , 7 8 0 , 8
N IC E , 4 7 1 4 6 *  3 , 4 5 7 0 0 1 1 , 4 9 2 , 3
V I S I T , 8 1 9 4 9 *  4 , 3 0 9 9 0 7 , 7 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 6 8 0 2 2
L I K E , 5 6 3 7 4
N IC E , 6 8 7 1 0
V I S I T , 3 4 4 7 4
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a l! t y * F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 4 6 2 7 0 *  1 1 , 3 7 1 4 6 3 4 , 3 3 4 , 3
L I K E , 3 1 7 8 1 ★
N IC E , 4 7 2 1 0 ★
V I S I T , 2 9 8 8 5 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .  T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
4X
FRANCE
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
L a b e l
M ean S t d  D e v
GOOD 5 , 5 9 2 5 9 1 , 3 9 3 9 2
L I K E 5 , 9 6 2 9 6 1 , 3 1 5 0 5
N IC E 6 , 4 0 7 4 1 1 , 1 5 2 2 3
V I S I T 6 , 3 7 0 3 7 1 , 1 1 4 5 2
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n 1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 6 1 1 1 3 ♦ 1 2 , 7 1 3 8 0 6 7 , 8 6 7 , 8
L I K E , 2 8 8 5 6 *  2 , 7 9 3 1 4 1 9 , 8 B 1 , 1
N IC E , 2 3 8 6 8 *  3 , 3 4 0 6 3 8 , 5 9 6 , 2
V I S I T , 5 4 5 3 4 *  4 , 1 5 2 4 4 3 , 8 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 5 7 0 2 1
L I K E , 8 1 8 1 4
N IC E , 8 4 5 8 7
V I S I T , 6 0 5 5 7
—
Final Statistics:
V a r i c i b l e C o m m u n a l! t y *  F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 3 2 5 1 4 *  1 2 , 0 7 6 7 1 5 1 , 9 5 1 , 9
L I K E , 6 6 9 3 6 ★ -
N IC E , 7 1 5 5 0 ★
V I S I T , 3 6 6 7 1 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
4Q
EGYPT
A n a l y s i s n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 3 , 7 4 0 7 4 1 , 3 1 8 2 9
L I K E 4 , 0 0 0 0 0 1 , 4 1 4 2 1
N IC E 4 , 4 8 1 4 8 1 , 3 6 9 1 8
V I S I T 5 , 5 1 8 5 2 1 , 7 4 0 2 6
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n  1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A .G E)
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 6 2 2 7 7 *  1 2 , 1 0 0 9 7 5 2 , 5 5 2 , 5
L I K E , 4 9 0 4 2 *  2 , 8 0 4 0 6 3 0 , 1 8 2 , 6
N IC E , 5 0 8 2 5 * 3 , 3 8 3 4 2 9 , 6 9 2 , 2
V I S I T , 6 6 1 4 1 ★  4 , 3 1 1 5 6 7 , 8 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix :
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 4 5 2 9 3
L I K E , 6 5 1 6 3
N IC E , 6 2 8 8 3
V I S I T , 4 8 7 3 0
Final Statistics:
V a r ic d D le C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 3 1 0 2 5 *  1 1 , 1 6 4 3 4 2 9 , 1 2 9 , 1
L I K E , 4 4 4 2 3 *
N IC E , 4 2 6 3 0 ★
V I S I T , 3 2 0 4 6 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
X ) n l y  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
SO
PORTUGAL
A n a l y s i s n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 4 , 9 2 5 9 3 , 9 9 7 1 5
L I K E 5 , 2 5 9 2 6 1 , 0 9 5 1 9
N IC E 5 , 3 3 3 3 3 1 , 1 0 9 4 0
V I S I T 5 , 9 2 5 9 3 1 , 5 4 2 3 7
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n  1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i c i b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 3 7 5 3 8 *  1 3 , 1 8 4 4 7 7 9 , 6 7 9 , 6
L I K E , 2 4 3 7 8 *  2 , 4 5 9 0 0 1 1 , 5 9 1 , 1
N IC E , 2 0 4 4 6 *  3 , 2 1 0 5 7 5 , 3 9 6 , 4
V I S I T , 4 1 0 5 0 *  4 , 1 4 5 9 6 3 , 6 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix :
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 7 6 9 7 6
L I K E , 8 5 7 0 2
N IC E , 8 7 6 2 0
V I S I T , 7 4 2 5 0
—
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a l! t y *  F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 5 9 2 5 3 *  1 2 , 6 4 6 0 3 6 6 , 2 6 6 , 2
L I K E , 7 3 4 4 8 ★
N IC E , 7 6 7 7 2 ★
V I S I T , 5 5 1 3 0 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
X ) n l y  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
SI
TURKEY
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 5 , 1 1 1 1 1 1 , 5 0 2 1 4
L I K E 5 , 9 2 5 9 3 1 , 4 6 5 6 6
N IC E 6 , 1 4 8 1 5 1 , 2 6 1 9 8
V I S I T 6 , 4 0 7 4 1 1 , 0 0 9 9 2
N um b er o f  C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n  1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g  (IM A G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y ★ F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 2 6 8 2 7 * 1 2 , 7 4 6 7 1 6 8 , 7 6 8 , 7
L I K E , 1 9 1 6 7 ★ 2 , 8 7 2 8 5 2 1 , 8 9 0 , 5
N IC E , 3 2 0 6 8 ★ 3 , 2 5 2 1 5 6 , 3 9 6 , 8
V I S I T , 8 2 8 3 1 * 4 , 1 2 8 2 9 3 , 2 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 8 3 3 3 7
L I K E , 8 7 8 8 4
N IC E , 8 1 2 9 5
V I S I T , 6 3 1 1 4
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a l! t y * F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 6 9 4 5 1 it 1 2 , 2 3 0 8 9 5 5 , 8 5 5 , 8
L I K E , 7 7 2 3 6 ★
N IC E , 6 6 0 8 9 ★
V I S I T , 4 7 3 1 3 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
The solution cannot be rotated.
5?
YUGOSLAVIA
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m is s in g *  v a l u e s
L a b e l
M ean S t d  D e v
GOOD 3 , 2 9 6 3 0 1 , 6 5 9 8 1
L I K E 3 , 7 0 3 7 0 1 , 6 8 2 8 3
N IC E 4 , 0 3 7 0 4 1 , 7 6 4 6 4
V I S I T 3 , 5 1 8 5 2 1 , 9 2 8 9 4
N um ber o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n 1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 3 1 2 8 3 ★  1 2 , 7 8 5 6 2 6 9 , 6 6 9 , 6
L I K E , 2 3 1 7 3 *  2 , 7 5 5 2 4 1 8 , 9 8 8 , 5
N IC E , 3 5 9 9 3 *  3 , 3 0 7 2 1 7 , 7 9 6 , 2
V I S I T , 8 1 3 0 4 *  4 , 1 5 1 9 3 3 , 8 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 8 0 9 3 9
L I K E , 8 5 3 1 8
N IC E , 7 8 2 8 0
V I S I T , 4 1 4 9 4
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y * F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 6 5 5 1 1 *  1 2 , 1 6 7 9 9 5 4 , 2 5 4 , 2
L I K E , 7 2 7 9 2 *
N IC E , 6 1 2 7 8 ★
V I S I T , 1 7 2 1 7 *
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
The solution cannot be rotated.
GREECE
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 3 , 9 2 5 9 3 1 , 6 3 9 0 9
L I K E 4 , 4 0 7 4 1 1 , 2 7 8 8 0
N IC E 4 , 8 1 4 8 1 1 , 3 5 9 7 8
V I S I T 5 , 0 0 0 0 0 1 , 9 2 1 5 4
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n 1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM ^ G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cxam P e t
GOOD , 4 9 4 2 9 *  1 2 , 7 9 0 6 4 6 9 , 8 6 9 , 8
L I K E , 3 9 8 2 2 *  2 , 6 4 0 6 3 1 6 , 0 8 5 , 8
N IC E , 3 1 4 2 4 *  3 , 3 4 3 7 6 8 , 6 9 4 , 4
V I S I T , 6 4 2 3 4 * 4 , 2 2 4 9 7 5 , 6 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 6 8 9 1 2
L I K E , 7 5 7 8 9
N IC E , 8 0 2 1 3
V I S I T , 5 6 8 3 9
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 4 7 4 8 8 *  1 2 , 0 1 5 7 6 5 0 , 4 - 5 0 , 4
L I K E , 5 7 4 4 0 ★
N IC E , 6 4 3 4 1 ★
V I S I T , 3 2 3 0 7 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
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SPAIN
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m is s in g *  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 5 , 4 8 1 4 8 1 , 2 2 0 6 7
L I K E 5 , 7 7 7 7 8 1 , 0 1 2 7 4
N IC E 5 , 8 1 4 8 1 1 , 1 1 0 6 8
V I S I T 6 , 3 7 0 3 7 , 9 6 6 6 8
N um b er o f  C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n  1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g  (IM A G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y ★ F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 2 9 5 7 7 ★ 1 2 , 9 1 8 2 1 7 3 , 0 7 3 , 0
L I K E , 4 3 5 8 9 ★ 2 , 6 1 0 7 9 1 5 , 3 8 8 , 2
N IC E , 2 9 2 4 2 ★ 3 , 2 8 8 9 4 7 , 2 9 5 , 4
V I S I T , 5 4 3 9 1 ★ 4 , 1 8 2 0 6 4 , 6 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 8 1 3 1 0
L I K E , 7 2 3 2 5
N IC E , 8 1 5 2 2
V I S I T , 6 2 7 8 3
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a l! t y ★ F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 6 6 1 1 3 ★ 1 2 , 2 4 2 9 7 5 6 , 5 6 , 1
L I K E , 5 2 3 0 9 ★
N IC E , 6 6 4 5 8 ★
V I S I T , 3 9 4 1 7 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
X ) n l y  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r
The solution cannot be rotated.
ISRAEL
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
M ean S t d  D e v
L a b e l
GOOD 3 , 8 5 1 8 5 1 , 5 3 6 8 2
L I K E 4 , 0 0 0 0 0 1 , 5 6 8 9 3
N IC E 3 , 8 5 1 8 5 1 , 6 3 3 8 7
V I S I T 4 , 7 0 3 7 0 2 , 0 5 3 4 2
N um b er o f  C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n  1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g  (IM A G E )
Initial Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a li t y ★ F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 3 5 9 2 4 ★ 1 3 , 0 3 8 2 1 7 6 , 0 7 6 , 0
L I K E , 3 1 6 3 9 ★ 2 , 5 2 4 5 7 1 3 , 1 8 9 , 1
N IC E , 2 7 6 7 1 ★ 3 , 2 3 3 9 1 5 , 8 9 4 , 9
V I S I T , 5 3 4 4 5 ★ 4 , 2 0 3 3 1 5 , 1 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 7 7 8 2 7
L I K E , 8 1 2 5 4
N IC E , 8 3 2 4 0
V I S I T , 6 5 3 4 6
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a l! t y ir F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 6 0 5 7 1 ★ 1 2 , 3 8 5 8 3 5 9 , 6 5 9 , 6
L I K E , 6 6 0 2 3 *
N IC E , 6 9 2 8 8 ★
V I S I T , 4 2 7 0 1 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
X ^ n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .
1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  R a i s e r
The solution cannot be rotated.
ITALY
A n a l y s i s  n u m b e r 1 L i s t w i s e  d e l e t i o n  o f  c a s e s  w i t h  m i s s i n g  v a l u e s
L a b e l
M ean S t d  D e v
GOOD 5 , 8 1 4 8 1 1 , 0 0 1 4 2
L I K E 6 , 1 4 8 1 5 , 8 1 8 2 4
N IC E 6 , 5 9 2 5 9 , 6 9 3 8 9
V I S I T 6 , 4 8 1 4 8 , 9 3 5 2 2
N um b er o f C a s e s  = 32
E x t r a c t i o n 1 f o r  a n a l y s i s  1 ,  Im a g e  F a c t o r i n g (IM A G E)
Initial Statistics:
V a r i c i b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r E i g e n v a l u e P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 7 6 6 3 1 *  1 2 , 4 0 3 9 4 6 0 , 1 6 0 , 1
L I K E , 5 2 0 4 3 *  2 , 8 2 5 1 5 2 0 , 6 8 0 , 7
N IC E , 4 6 9 5 2 *  3 , 4 3 4 0 2 1 0 , 9 9 1 , 6
V I S I T , 6 4 7 7 0 * 4 , 3 3 6 9 0 8 , 4 1 0 0 , 0
IM AG E e x t r a c t e d  1 f a c t o r s .
Factor Matrix:
F a c t o r  1
GOOD , 4 3 4 4 3
L I K E , 6 6 5 8 5
N IC E , 6 9 4 4 2
V I S I T , 5 5 3 8 7
Final Statistics:
V a r i a b l e C o m m u n a lit y *  F a c t o r S S  L o a d in g s P e t  o f  V a r Cum P e t
GOOD , 1 8 8 7 3 *  1 1 , 4 2 1 0 8 3 5 , 5 3 5 , 5
L I K E , 4 4 3 3 6 ★
N IC E , 4 8 2 2 1 ★
V I S I T , 3 0 6 7 8 ★
V A R IM A X  r o t a t i o n  1 f o r  e x t r a c t i o n  1 i n  a n a l y s i s  1 -  K a i s e r  
N o r m a l i z a t i o n .
> W a rn in g  # 1 1 3 1 0
> O n ly  o n e  f a c t o r  w a s  e x t r a c t e d .  T h e  s o l u t i o n  c a n n o t  b e  r o t a t e d .
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★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ p r o x i m i t i e s * * * * * * * * * * * * * *
D a t a  I n f o r m a t i o n
11 unweighted cases accepted.
0 cases rejected because of missing value.
Squared Euclidean measure used.
Squared Euclidean Dissimilarity Coefficient Matrix
Variable ALGERIA EGYPT FRANCE GREECE ISRAEL
EGYPT 146,8796
FRANCE 68,1870 127,7764
GREECE 53,5842 160,4940 20,5414
ISRAEL 96,9727 83,5011 32,1025 53,7663
ITALY 112,6823 89,4685 35,9149 51,1387 44,0326
MOROCCO 72,8014 219,2748 120,6348 99,2330 176,0389
PORTUGAL 168,7615 92,4375 105,2685 120,7015 99,0970
SPAIN 40,5979 187,5907 59,4131 48,6699 111,1016
TURKEY 141,5286 43,7026 99,5288 109,3558 68,3595
YUGOSLAV 85,7731 224,9619 86,1927 65,6855 143,8972
Variable ITALY MOROCCO PORTUGAL SPAIN TURKEY
MOROCCO 155,4675
PORTUGAL 65,9030 208,8155
SPAIN 94,1266 50,3765 151,6704
TURKEY 59,1281 195,1960 25,0061 149,8707
YUGOSLAV 115,9134 40,8321 181,1468 24,6248 174,8119
H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R  A N A L Y S I S * * * * *
Agglomeration Schedule using Complete Linkage
Clusters Combined Stage Cluster 1st Appears Next
Stage Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Coefficient Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Stage
1 3 4 20,541401 0 0 6
2 9 11 24,624800 0 0 5
3 8 10 25,006100 0 0 8
4 5 6 44,032600 0 0 6
5 7 9 50,376499 0 2 7
6 3 5 53,766300 1 4 9
7 1 7 85,773102 0 5 10
8 2 8 92,437500 0 3 9
9 2 3 160,494003 8 6 10
10 1 2 224,961899 7 9 0
★ ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R  A N A L Y S I S * * * * * *
V e r t i c a l  I c i c l e  P l o t  u s i n g  C o m p le t e  L i n k a g e
(D o w n ) N u m b e r  o f  C l u s t e r s  ( A c r o s s )  C a s e  L a b e l  a n d  n u m b e r
I
T
A
L
y
I
s
R
A
E
L
G
R
E
E
C
E
F  T  
R  U 
A  R  
N K
C
E
E
Y
P
O
R
T
U
G
A
L
E
G
Y
P
T
Y  
U 
G 
O 
S 
L  
A
V
S
P
A
I
N
M
O
R
O
C
C
O
A
L
G
E
R
I
A
6 5 4 3 0 8 2 1 9 7 1
1 +1
I
★  ★ ★ ★ ★ ★ H I E R A R C H I C A L  C L U S T E R  A N A L Y S I S * * * * * *
D e n d r o g r a m  u s i n g  C o m p le t e  L i n k a g e
R e s c a l e d  D i s t a n c e  C l u s t e r  C o m b in e
C A S E
L a b e l Nxim
FR A N C E 3
G R E E C E 4
I S R A E L 5
I T A L Y 6
P O R T U G A L 8
T U R K E Y 1 0
E G Y P T 2
S P A IN 9
Y U G O S L A V 1 1
MOROCCO 7
A L G E R IA 1
0 
+ -
5 10 15 20 25
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O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  GOOD 
B y  V a r i a b l e  A V E R
A n a l y s i s  o f V a r i a n c e
Sum o f M ean F F
S o u r c e D . F . S q u a r e s S q u a r e s R a t i o P r o b .
B e tw e e n  G ro u p s 4 1 1 . 0 5 1 0 2 . 7 6 2 8 7 6 . 7 2 5 5 . 0 0 0 0
W i t h in  G ro u p s 6 . 2 1 6 0 . 0 3 6 0
T o t a l 10 1 1 . 2 6 7 1
L e v e n e  T e s t  f o r H o m o g e n e ity  o f V a r i a n c e s
S t a t i s t i c d f l  d f 2 2 - t a i l  S i g .
2 . 2 0 6 5 4 6 . 1 8 5
O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  GOOD 
B y  V a r i a b l e  A V E R
M u l t i p l e  R a n g e  T e s t s :  S c h e f f e  t e s t  w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  .0 5
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  tw o  m ea n s i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i f
M E A N (J ) - M E A N ( I )  >= . 1 3 4 2  *  RANGE *  S Q R T ( 1 / N ( I )  + 1 / N ( J ) )
w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  v a l u e ( s )  f o r  R A N G E: 6 . 0 2
( * )  I n d i c a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w h ic h  a r e  sh o w n  i n  t h e  lo w e r  t r i a n g l e
G G G G G 
r  r  r  r  r  
P  P  P  P  P
2 3 4 5 6
M ean A V E R
2 . 5 9 2 6 G r p  2
3 . 2 9 6 0 G r p  3
3 . 8 0 5 9 G r p  4 ■k
5 . 1 7 1 7 G r p  5 ★
5 . 7 0 0 0 G r p  6 *
O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  L I K E  
B y  V a r i a b l e  A V E R
A n a l y s i s  o f  V a r i a n c e
r.?
Sum o f M ean F F
S o u r c e D . F . S q u a r e s S q u a r e s R a t i o P r o b .
B e tw e e n  G ro u p s 4 1 2 . 1 9 4 8 3 . 0 4 8 7 4 8 . 7 4 0 7 . 0 0 0 1
W i t h in  G ro u p s 6 . 3 7 5 3 . 0 6 2 5
T o t a l 10 1 2 . 5 7 0 1
L e v e n e  T e s t  f o r  H o m o g e n e ity  o f  V a r i a n c e s
S t a t i s t i c
1 . 8 66 8
d f l
4
d f 2
6
2 - t a i l  S i g .  
. 2 3 6
O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  L I K E  
B y  V a r i c i b l e  A V E R
M u l t i p l e  R a n g e  T e s t s :  S c h e f f e  t e s t  w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  .0 5
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  tw o  m e a n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i f
M E A N (J ) - M E A N ( I )  >= . 1 7 6 8  *  RANGE *  S Q R T ( 1 / N ( I )  + 1 / N ( J ) )
w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  v a l u e ( s )  f o r  R A N G E: 6 . 0 2
( * )  I n d i c a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w h ic h  a r e  sh o w n  i n  t h e  lo w e r  t r i a n g l e
G G G G G 
r  r  r  r  r  
P  P  P  P  P
2 3 4 5 6
M ean A V E R
2 . 8 1 4 8 G r p  2
3 . 7 0 0 0 G r p  3
4 . 1 3 9 5 G r p  4 ★
5 . 6 5 4 0 G r p  5 ★
6 . 0 5 5 0 G r p  6 ★
★  ★  
★  ★
O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  N IC E  
B y  V a r i a b l e  A V E R
A n a l y s i s  o f  V a r i a n c e
Sum o f M ean F F
S o u r c e D . F . S q u a r e s S q u a r e s R a t i o P r o b .
B e tw e e n  G ro u p s 4 1 4 . 0 7 7 5 3 . 5 1 9 4 1 7 . 4 1 0 9 . 0 0 1 9
W i t h in  G ro u p s 6 1 . 2 1 2 8 . 2 0 2 1
T o t a l 10 1 5 . 2 9 0 3
Levene Test for Homogeneity of Variances
S t a t i s t i c
3 . 0 8 9 9
d f l
4
d f 2
6
2 - t a i l  S i g .  
. 1 0 5
O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  N IC E  
B y  V a r i a b l e  A V E R
M u l t i p l e  R a n g e  T e s t s :  S c h e f f e  t e s t  w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  .0 5
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  tw o  m e a n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i f
MEAN (J ) - M E A N  ( I )  >= . 3 1 7 9  *  RANGE ♦ S Q R T ( 1 / N ( I )  + 1 / N ( J ) )
w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  v a l u e ( s )  f o r  R A N G E : 6 . 0 2
( * )  I n d i c a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w h ic h  a r e  sh o w n  i n  t h e  lo w e r  t r i a n g l e
G G G G G 
r  r  r  r  r  
P  P  P  P  P
2 3 4 5 6
M ean A V E R
2 . 8 8 8 9 G r p  2
4 . 0 4 0 0 G r p  3
4 . 2 0 1 5 G r p  4
5 . 7 6 2 7 G r p  5 ★  ★
6 . 4 9 8 5 G r p  6 ★  ★  ★
O N E W A Y
V a r i a b l e  
B y  V a r i a b l e
V I S I T
A V E R
A n a l y s i s  o f  V a r i a n c e
S o u r c e
B e tw e e n  G ro u p s  
W i t h in  G ro u p s  
T o t a l
D . F .
4
6
10
Sum o f  
S q u a r e s
1 2 . 8 0 5 0
. 5 3 0 1
1 3 . 3 3 5 1
M ean
S q u a r e s
3 . 2 0 1 2
. 0 8 8 4
R a t i o  P r o b . 
3 6 . 2 3 3 0  . 0 0 0 2
L e v e n e  T e s t  f o r  H o m o g e n e ity  o f  V a r i a n c e s
S t a t i s t i c
1 . 1 5 8 9
dfl
4
d f 2
6
2 - t a i l  S i g .  
. 4 1 4
O N E W A Y
64
V a r i a b l e  V I S I T  
B y  V a r i a b l e  A V E R
M u l t i p l e  R a n g e  T e s t s :  S c h e f f e  t e s t  w i t h  s i g n i f i c a n c e  l e v e l  .0 5
T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  b e tw e e n  tw o  m e a n s  i s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i f
M E A N (J ) - M E A N ( I )  >= . 2 1 0 2  *  RANGE *  S Q R T ( 1 / N ( I )  + 1 / N ( J ) )
w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  v a l u e ( s )  f o r  R A N G E: 6 . 0 2
( * )  I n d i c a t e s  s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w h ic h  a r e  sh o w n  i n  t h e  lo w e r  t r i a n g l e
G G G G G 
r  r  r  r  r  
P  P  P  P  P
2 3 4 5 6
M ean A V E R
3 . 2 6 0 0 G r p  2
3 . 5 2 0 0 G r p  3
5 . 0 1 7 0 G r p  4 ★
6 . 2 3 5 3 G r p  5 ★
6 . 4 2 5 0 G r p  6 ★
★
★
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